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Introduction
The SOMEC (Serious Offending by Mobile European Criminals) project was commissioned by the European Commission Directorate-General for Home Affairs running from 2013-15​[1]​. It brought together a range of European Union (EU) law enforcement and probation personnel to investigate the use of existing mechanisms for information exchange available to EU Member States, to assist in the monitoring and management of serious violent or sexual offenders who are mobile across the EU community. The research pathway led by De Montfort University​[2]​ sought to fulfil two specific project aims, namely: 
	To identify the methods and effectiveness of information exchange mechanisms used by EU Member States in the management of serious violent or sexual offenders travelling across borders.
	To explore critical success factors and provide recommendations to facilitate the improved exchange of information for the prevention of crime.  
These aims were achieved firstly via the mapping of existing criminality information exchange mechanisms and their relevance to the single, transient serious violent or sexual offender (see Hilder and Kemshall, 2014). Secondly, via a field study focusing on the understanding and use of such mechanisms by relevant operational law enforcement and probation staff (see Kemshall, Hilder, Kelly and Wilkinson, 2015). The methodology comprised: 37 structured interviews with Law Enforcement (LE) personnel from 23 Member States using an interview schedule of pre-determined questions​[3]​; 28 structured interviews with Offender Management (OM)/Probation personnel from 20 Member States. In addition, structured interviews with experts were also conducted on key EU wide information exchange systems such as ECRIS, EUROPOL, Schengen SIS II; law enforcement officers in SIRENE Bureaux; Embassy Liaison Officers; and with specialist law enforcement officers responsible for combating serious sexual and violent offending. The interview schedules were developed following initial background interviews with subject experts, a literature review and test interviews with country partners. The interviews were completed by the research team, including a lead policing expert and probation specialists and were quality assured by the lead researcher.
Initial findings and draft recommendations were disseminated via three task groups held in the United Kingdom (UK), Latvia and the Netherlands attended by 37 LE and OM participants from 17 different Member States. These task groups largely comprised of those OM and LE personnel who had previously participated in the structured interviews and enabled a limited participant check and validation of findings. Case studies were also collected to illustrate current practice.  
Whilst the study targeted lead law enforcement and offender management personnel in Member States, the difference in national structures and local organisation meant that inevitably a range of differing personnel with varying policy and operational responsibilities participated. A comprehensive evaluation of participant recruitment, the development of research tools, limiters to the data and the iterative process of comparative analysis which was applied are detailed in the full report (see footnote 3). Participant responses referred to in this article were obtained from the structured interviews unless stated otherwise.
This article provides some context to the research pertaining to rises in transnational crime and the challenges presented by the single transient serious violent or sexual offender moving across EU borders. The discussion then moves to consider the existing challenges of information exchange across the EU, reviewing a number of key issues emerging from the research, with a particular focus on the data from probation personnel. This highlights a number of practice issues relating to knowledge of processes and permissions, the identification and assessment of serious violent or sexual offenders, collaborative working and the management of mobility. Most notably, however, the discussion notes the differences expressed by operational personnel across EU Member States relating to perceptions of privacy, data protection restrictions on information exchange, and the restoration of full rights of citizenship including freedom of movement post sentence. The participants, particularly those from the probation services, expressed a range of legal and ethical constraints upon their choices and actions in terms of cross border cooperation and disclosure. In part these differences can be explained by variations in legal systems and contrasting developments in penal approaches, where driving ideologies of security, risk management, rehabilitation, re-integration, privacy and individual rights are conceived and prioritised in different ways (McAlinden, 2012; Ruggiero, 2013). The article concludes by highlighting a selection of the SOMEC project recommendations which may be considered as reasonable first steps towards improving the management of violent or sexual offenders moving across EU borders. The challenges of establishing shared understandings and practices across a vast spectrum of EU policy and practice, submerged in very different ideological and legal frameworks, historical and administrative backgrounds are apparent, but there is also appetite for change. 
Background: Transnational crime and the challenge of serious violent or sexual offenders who travel across EU borders
There has been a rise in transnational crime over recent years (Alain, 2001; Puntscher Riekman, 2008; Magee 2008), with the internet, modern travel, and globalisation​[4]​ all contributing to an increase in crimes committed across State borders (Messenger, 2012). In addition to serious organised crime, the relative ease and limited expense of international travel has also enabled child sexual offenders to travel abroad to commit crimes, typically to Vietnam, Cambodia and Thailand (Messenger, 2012), but also within the EU. This includes the movement of serious violent or sexual offenders​[5]​ (May-Chahal and Herczog, 2003). For example, the UK Child Exploitation and Online Protection service (CEOP 2010) has found that some 70% of high and very high risk sexual offenders travel abroad to offend against children. There is also evidence that offenders travel to avoid detection (Lammers and Bernasco, 2013), to circumvent legislative regulation in Home Member States (Thomas, 2011; 2013) and to evade employment vetting rules (Fitch, Spencer Chapman and Hilton, 2007). Geden also established, via the use of Freedom of Information Requests, that some 119 British nationals had approached Embassy consulates during 2010 due to having been arrested in connection with child sexual offences (Geden, 2010: 43; Appendix 6). These figures include offences occurring in some countries outside the EU and details of the seriousness of the offending are unclear. They do, however, give an indication of the transient behaviours of sexual offenders (see also Bleddoe, 2008).
These type of developments resulted in the issue of Directive 2011/36/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 5 April 2011 on preventing and combating trafficking in human beings and protecting its victims and Directive 2011/93/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 December 2011 on combating the sexual abuse and sexual exploitation of children and child pornography. Although still limited to organised crime and sexual offending towards children only, this interest from the EU and Europol started to focus more attention on the mobility of sexual offenders. Other initiatives have also concentrated on the mobile nature of serious sexual offending. One such example was the attempt to develop an EU wide sex offender register. The attempt was stymied, however, by the lack of any internal identification of such offenders by some Member States, varied approaches to their supervision across the EU, differing national legislative systems and data protection mandates (De Pourbaix-Lundin, 2010; Hilder and Kemshall, 2014). Directive 2011/93/EU urged Member States to address this by considering a sex offender register, also focussing on disqualifications from professional activities involving direct work with children​[6]​.
More recently, sexual tourism by EU citizens relating to child sexual offending was the focus of Project HAVEN (Halting Europeans Abusing Victims in Every Nation) introduced in 2010. This project targeted its efforts at: 
‘detecting and disrupting travelling sex offenders originating from the EU that exploit children both inside and outside Europe. The ultimate objective of Project HAVEN is to establish a permanent and proactive notification system on travelling European sex offenders’ (Cameron, Mendez-Sayer, Thomson, and Wilson, 2015: 62). 
Such initiatives began to raise the profile of the mobile nature of some serious sexual offenders. In addition, high profile violent crimes​[7]​ also focused attention on the potential mobility of serious violent offenders, particularly post-custody. Therefore, despite the difficulties in quantifying the number of individual offenders whose movement across the EU may result in a serious threat to public safety; media, political and policing concerns about them have grown (Davies, 2013: Hilder and Kemshall, 2014). Davies (2013) highlights that under-reporting, under-detection, variable judicial and policing systems and differing ‘cultural norms’ across countries result in profound difficulties in obtaining any reliable quantitative data on the prevalence of such offenders. These are issues which are unlikely to be resolved any time soon and indeed, until the launch of the European Criminal Information System (ECRIS) in 2012​[8]​ there were no shared definitions of such offences across EU Member States.  
Information exchange and cross border management
The ‘open space’ of Schengen and the Freedom of Movement guaranteed by the EU has also been characterised as a ‘security risk’ and a ‘potential crime space’ (Jacobs and Blitsa, 2008; Parkin, 2011) requiring strengthened police co-operation. The tension between addressing commonly identified, mobile threats (such as terrorism, organised crime, and mobile violent or sexual criminals) and open borders has been much discussed (see: Bigo, 1998; 2008; Hobbing 2011; Nanz ,1996; Stelfox, 2003; Zaiotti, 2007). This ‘potential crime space’ is largely managed by information exchange, monitoring and management across borders. 
There is an overarching permissive framework for law enforcement information exchange and co-operation across EU borders established by the EU Swedish Framework Decision 2006/960/JHA principle of availability​[9]​. A number of mechanisms for the actual transfer of different types of criminality information then exist, including the European Criminal Record Information System (ECRIS), Interpol disseminations, communication via Central Bureau and Embassy staff and Europol National Units, with facilities for more general alerts possible via the Schengen SIS II system and Interpol Notices. Communication between prisons and probation across the EU primarily occurs in relation to the transfer of custodial (Framework Decision 2008/909/JHA) and community sentences (Framework Decision 2008/947/JHA (FD947))​[10]​. 
Some of the existing mechanisms have a specific function and serve to exchange certain types of criminality information, whereas others provide scope for a more versatile use. The ECRIS system for example exchanges conviction data, in order to retain a central record of a home national’s offending in other EU Member States. In order to achieve this Member States are obligated to electronically transfer all details of offences committed by a foreign EU national back to the offender’s Home Member State at the point of conviction. Requests can also be made via ECRIS to obtain information on an EU foreign national appearing in other European Courts, although it is less well utilised in this respect. Other systems may be used to disseminate information to find missing children (for example Interpol Yellow Notices), track down known offenders or other persons who may have absconded, for the purposes of detecting or preventing crime, or in order to disrupt organised crime or other serious crime. In such circumstances criminal intelligence data as well as convictions may be exchanged and circulated (for more information on the various systems see Hilder and Kemshall, 2014).
However, managing criminality by co-operation and information exchange requires operational knowledge of such systems, access to them, and a willingness to use them appropriately. Previous studies have shown a number of significant barriers to their operational use (EC 2010), which has included a level of reluctance from some Member States. Magee’s (2008) review on the exchange of criminality information concluded that there was an apparent will for coordination to be achieved across the EU, but less willingness from Member States to ‘have themselves coordinated’ (2008: 62). There is evidence to suggest, therefore, that the provision of opportunities for these various types of exchange can be very different from an effective application of such measures (EC 2010; ICMPD 2010; Walsh 2006). These observations were reflected in the SOMEC data and the key points arising on the use of information exchange mechanisms for serious violent or sexual offenders who are mobile across the EU are presented here.
Practice issues and the existing challenges of information exchange across the EU
Whilst generally there was some enthusiasm across the respondent group to improve practice and cross border cooperation in the management of serious violent or sexual offenders who are mobile across the EU community, this was more notable amongst the law enforcement personnel. Probation staff expressed a greater level of concern regarding the ethical issues raised by such developments and the safeguards which were needed to ensure that rights to privacy and data protection were observed. 
Knowledge of existing mechanisms and the permission to exchange information
The Hague Programme​[11]​ sought to maximise cooperation between Member States to achieve optimum levels of protection in the areas of freedom, security and justice. Within this, the Principle of Availability implemented by the Swedish Framework Decision 2006/960/JHA sought to simplify the exchange of information and intelligence between law enforcement agencies across the EU. Knowledge of this framework and the various existing mechanisms for information exchange was higher amongst law enforcement personnel. Respondents referred to the use of such measures as tools for the cross border investigation of a current crime, or for detecting those who may have absconded from judicial proceedings. Representatives from five Member States discussed a more proactive stance where information might also be exchanged on serious violent or sexual offenders for the prevention of future crime. However, information exchange mechanisms were most commonly used to investigate or prevent serious organised crime. Where information was exchanged on the single transient offender this was most often likely to occur where there was a risk of sexual offending against a child, reflecting the wider EU policing agenda on child sexual exploitation and sexual tourism. 
Probation personnel were generally less well informed of the range of mechanisms and types of criminality information that may be exchanged between EU Member States and issues of poor communication and dissemination of information at a national level were apparent. A task group participant gave a case study example where an offender under probation supervision had moved to another Member State, and had been convicted of a further offence of assault, receiving a short custodial sentence. The probation service was notified of the new offence by a relative of the offender. They applied to their National State Police Central Bureau responsible for international cooperation to try and verify this information. After some significant delay the conviction was confirmed. The information would not otherwise have been disseminated to the probation service as a matter of course. 
Respondents from seven Member States described varying forms of conditional release, parole or protective supervision at the end of a custodial component of a sentence, specifically for serious violent or sexual offenders. Ethical and philosophical objections were raised, mainly by probation personnel, to the specific categorisation, surveillance and ongoing monitoring of serious violent or sexual offenders. Respondents from five Member States thought this was a particular issue once a formal sanction had come to an end and where the offender’s full rights of citizenship, data protection and privacy were seen to be restored. In the absence of any formal period of conditional release, therefore, Member States are reluctant to exchange information or are legally prohibited from doing so. In such situations the ‘free citizen’ can travel to another Member State without any information about their previous convictions or assessment of their potential to cause serious harm being exchanged​[12]​. Changes to this situation would require some Member States to make adjustments to their penal code (one Member State is already doing this), but political and policy maker appetite to do so varies. Perceived difficulties with the accuracy of risk assessments and the appropriate identification of those for whom preventative measures or conditional release should apply are seen by some Member States as significant barriers to such developments. The major concern raised was that a subjective approach to such decisions would result in significant infringements on an individual’s human rights. 
The identification and assessment of serious violent or sexual offenders
A selected list of offence codes from ECRIS was used as a starting point to examine how serious violent or sexual offenders were identified at a national level (see footnote 5). Twenty law enforcement respondents representing 18 Member States and a further 17 probation respondents representing 16 Member States agreed these definitions. However, whilst there was a general consensus that these categories reflected serious violent or sexual offending, issues of interpretation and transferability to national legal frameworks were highlighted. Probation personnel were more likely to see the index offence as only one method by which a serious violent or sexual offender could be identified and argued for further contextual information and a reliable risk assessment in order to establish whether the potential harm was still apparent, had increased, or had reduced. 
However, probation respondents from only six Member States stated that structured assessment processes were utilised to ascertain the level of harm posed by a serious violent or sexual offender and for three of these Member States this included the use of an appropriately validated structured risk assessment tool (OASys and LSCMI respectively). A further two Member States reported using structured assessment processes but without the use of a formalised assessment tool or checklist. Another two Member States described comprehensive prison based assessment systems, in one instance linked to a strong focus on treatment and a rehabilitative approach whilst in prison, with the other example being used to inform community supervision. 
These differing views of, and varied levels of engagement in, the identification and assessment of serious violent or sexual offenders reflect the diverse forms of probation services and their varied functions across the EU. Some services are court based, with a tight focus on assessment whilst others are post custody welfare and resettlement services with a limited role in offender assessment. The Anglophone​[13]​ probation services also tend to have a greater focus on public protection and risk assessment (Kemshall, 2008), with other probation services in the EU centred more on treatment and rehabilitative models (van Kalmthout and Durnescu, undated). Many more recently acceded Member States are in the process of developing probation services and their systems are in the early stages, often influenced by ‘partnerships’ and ‘exchanges’ with other EU Member States where the probation function has a longer history. 
Five Member States identified serious violent or sexual offenders as a distinct category subject to special measures and, or formal assessment. In other jurisdictions they are not treated as distinct from other offender types. Where identification and assessments occur, they are undertaken by a range of different personnel at different stages of the criminal justice process, including during investigation, during court proceedings, post-conviction, and whilst the offender is in custody. Such differences appear to be rooted in the differing legal systems, court administration, and penal codes of the Member States.
Joined up, collaborative working across agencies 
The benefits of collaborative working between law enforcement, judicial and probation organisations in the identification, assessment and management of offenders at a national level were strongly advocated in task group debates. It was acknowledged, however, that such practices were still not common place across EU Member States. As a result, information exchanges at a national level were often poor. Three interview respondents from the same Member State provided detail of formal multi-agency arrangements for the identification and assessment of serious violent or sexual offenders. Other Member States highlighted difficulties in obtaining information from other criminal justice agencies at a national level. An issue of particular note related to the information generated by the ECRIS system which was not often available to the courts or probation when considering a new conviction and assessment for sentencing, resulting in an incomplete picture of an individual’s offending history. This could have implications for community sentencing, appropriate and safe accommodation choices, and the intervention strategies recommended and pursued​[14]​.
A single point of contact (SPOC) in every Member State was promoted as an effective method of managing cross border information exchanges, housing all of the existing facilities utilised such as Interpol, Schengen SIS II and Europol National Units. These are currently operated by law enforcement personnel, although the SOMEC project findings indicate that this should be extended to include probation personnel to further assist appropriate assessments, transmissions and responses to information on transient serious violent or sexual offenders. It was emphasised, primarily by probation respondents, that any assessment which leads to a specific categorisation as a serious violent or sexual offender, also needs to be subject to routine opportunities for review and de-categorisation. A robust, evidenced based, collaborative approach to such assessments was seen as an opportunity to limit tendencies towards more precautionary approaches where information is exchanged ‘just in case’ on individuals where the indication of a very high risk of serious of harm and, or mobility across the EU is less clear (Guidance and assessment templates to assist with this can be found at: Kemshall, Kelly, Wilkinson and Hilder, 2015​[15]​).
Managing mobility
The appropriateness of stopping serious violent or sexual offenders travelling abroad was explored, including the level of seriousness and type of circumstances this could happen, and respondents were asked about the availability of Foreign Travel Orders/Bans in their country.​[16]​  Although six Member States had some form of capacity to formally restrict foreign travel, this tended to apply only to sex offenders and the practicalities and efficacy of foreign travel bans were questioned. In some Member States such restrictions could only be applied at the point of sentence at court but not retrospectively. As such they mainly operate as a condition attached to community supervision or conditional release from the custodial component of a sanction. Only three Member States indicated that they could, or did restrict travel after a sentence had been imposed. A further two used enforcement and recall mechanisms to prevent travel, and two other Member States arrested offenders on their return for a breach of their supervision requirements or used European Arrest Warrants (EAW) to obtain the return of the offender. However, task group discussions highlighted that in the case of a failure to comply with supervision requirements, or in one case a breach of a sex offender registration notification due to unauthorised travel across EU borders, the support of the Courts and the instigation of enforcement proceedings varied greatly. Courts were described as being reluctant to act in relation to the latter and issue an EAW for what was seen to be a civil proceeding.  Most Member States saw travel bans as inappropriate, impractical and, or contrary to the core EU principle of Freedom of Movement. However, there was some shift in this perspective when it came to a discussion of serious child sexual offenders. 
The speed and frequency of travel that can be achieved across the EU, particularly in the Schengen area, highlighted that the management of serious violent or sexual offenders was often not just the responsibility of two Member States, but could involve a number of countries during a short space of time. In addition, final destinations are not always known in advance, or Member States are not aware that a particular person has left. Task group discussions highlighted that a balance needed to be achieved to ensure that exchange mechanisms were not flooded with information on serious violent and sexual offenders who might travel. Rather the focus should be on an evidential approach which takes into account work opportunities, past patterns of behaviour, disappearances, family connections across borders leading to a reasonable assumption of mobility, that in turn results in a targeted dissemination of the information. (Guidance and assessment templates to assist with this can be found at: Kemshall, Kelly, Wilkinson and Hilder, 2015). Such information and its timely exchange can lead to the proactive management of an offender’s mobility and enable receiving Member States to consider what appropriate actions they are legally able to take, in order to protect others from serious harm.
General population figures and migration patterns also featured in respondent perceptions of the necessity for development of practice in this area, with those Member States where net migration is low considering there to be less need to resource cross border information exchange initiatives. A few Member States also had low numbers of serious violent or sexual offenders. One stated it had only 20, none of whom were likely to travel, and it was not a country with a high rate of incoming migration. In such circumstances investment in procedures for information exchange was seen as resource intensive for low benefit.
      Probation personnel highlighted that offender movement across borders can also serve a very positive rehabilitative function, for example in relation to maintaining family ties in other EU Member States or securing employment. Whilst the specific categorisation of serious violent or sexual offenders may therefore be contentious for some Member States the concept of ‘working across borders’ is an EU wide concern across all criminal justice agencies. Ten probation respondents were aware of Framework Decision 2008/947/JHA which allows for people convicted in one Member State to transfer to their home Member State to serve a probation measure or alternative sanction. Very few respondents had any direct experience of actually using this framework to transfer the supervision of an offender, exacerbated by the patchy implementation of the provision across EU Member States.  For example by 2014 only 18 Member States had transposed 2008/909/JHA into their domestic legislation and only 14 Member States had actively implemented FD 2008/947/JHA. (European Commission, 2014).  The Member States most often using FD 2008/947 largely did so because they shared land borders and/or migratory patterns of offenders most often for employment opportunities. In addition, FD 947 was originally intended for those persons transferring back permanently to a home country, and in the case of SOMEC offenders this may not be the case. Circumstances such as home nationals wishing to travel abroad for employment or leisure, without having established family and community links are not covered by these transfer provisions. In some instances, serious violent or sexual offenders are crossing a border for a short period of time (for work, or holidays), or routinely crossing a border for employment and then returning home again (for example Republic of Ireland and Northern Ireland, Spain and Gibraltar, the Nordic countries). In these instances, use of FD 947 would not be suitable and is unlikely to facilitate adequate and timely information sharing. In some countries this issue had been resolved by having Single Points of Contact between both police and probation to exchange information and monitoring data quickly and regularly. Improvements to information exchange, particularly about serious violent or sexual offenders is achieved in one Member State by all FD 947 transfers going through a senior probation manager who quality assures all the information and case papers, and ensures that pertinent information about the offender is passed on. In addition, the process ensures that any restrictions, for example on travel or residency are adhered to, and that issues of compliance with supervision are fully considered. The provision of this information aids the receiving jurisdiction to assess risk and to make appropriate case management decisions. This Member State was dealing with approximately 20-25 cases per year.
Locating information exchange challenges within broader punitive and rehabilitative discourses 
The increasing transnational nature of crime including serious sexual and violent crime has resulted in calls for increased co-operation and collaboration in order to combat the mobility of crime (Hobbing, 2011), although some Member States are slower to grapple with the full extent of such global insecurities (Bigo, 2008). Despite an extensive EU wide permissive framework, collaboration and the exchange of information remains largely bound by the diverse and varied justice procedures and different constitutional balances of liberty and security specific to each individual EU Member State system. Whilst some commonalities and emerging agreement may exist (for example on combating child sexual abuse, exploitation and trafficking), a consensus has yet to be reached about the full range of criminal conduct that should be subject to such concern, or how it should be addressed. EU wide shared understandings of punishment and its purpose are still far from being realised (Ryan 2013). The SOMEC findings indicate that some very real tensions and challenges remain, the greatest of which is that between individual rights and public protection.
Individual rights and public protection.
A major tension within the SOMEC research arose where actions which some respondents viewed as preventative public protection measures were seen by others as a potential violation of privacy and basic human rights, for example Freedom of Movement. These differences are rooted in differing ethical and moral positions on penality, punishment and rehabilitation, presenting significant challenges to uniformity, or attempts to simply transplant approaches across jurisdictions (Ryan, 2013). The dynamics of the local environment have to be considered. The nature and status of probation work across EU jurisdictions provides an indication of the broader ideologies underpinning the various national penal systems and the differing relationships between citizenship, exclusion and the State (Burke and Collett, 2015). Whilst the majority of organisations engaged in what may be classified as ‘probation work’ across the EU have their origins in philosophies of social inclusion and the possibility of change, there has been a significant shift for many to more neo liberal trends with increasing rates of imprisonment, centralised management and public protection agendas (Kemshall, 2003; 2008). 
Commentators such as McAlinden (2012) look to the varying historical contexts and developments of penal policy relating to sex offenders across the EU which have resulted in a varied adoption of risk assessment, management and incapacitation approaches. She argues that the risk management, public protection agenda is primarily led by the USA, England and Wales, and is largely an Anglophone jurisdiction phenomenon characterised principally by a more exclusionary approach to sex offending, which has only been partially encompassed elsewhere (see also: Fitzgibbon and Lea, 2014; Kemshall, 2008; Thomas, 2011; and Harrikari and Westerholm, 2015 on trends in Finland). The majority of EU Member States have sustained a more rehabilitative stance, together with varying perceptions of certain forms of sexual behaviour (McAlinden, 2012:183), often combined with a more prominent civil rights and privacy agenda (Boer, Eher Craig, Miner, and Pfafflin, 2011). Jacobs and Larrauri (2012) highlight the profoundly different approaches to personal data protection and access to criminal history information in their comparison of policies across the USA and Spain, with the latter argued to represent core principles also held by many other EU Member States. Whilst they refer predominantly to issues of public access, they note the presumption held by several EU Member States that criminal history information is a private concern. Significantly Member States where this view is held generally experience less media intrusion into criminal justice matters and seek to limit the public scrutiny and ‘shaming’ of offenders and their behaviours (2012: 14). Whilst alternative perspectives are starting to permeate such approaches, for example in relation to the community management of serious sex offenders (for example in France, see: Herzog-Evans, 2011), for many Member States retaining confidentiality is seen as paramount, particularly at the end of a formal sanction when the individual’s full rights of citizenship are seen to be completely restored. 
However, contrary trends can be discerned. For example, Ruggiero (2013) highlights that the exclusionary treatment of migrants, ethnic minorities and non-nationals, with trends of harsher sentencing for these groups have been apparent across EU Member States for many years. Within this context Ruggiero argues that there is a risk that a violation of offender rights is seen as inevitable in the pursuit of public safety and even countries with a strong traditional use of alternative measures, suffer from a growth in prison population as a result of the perceived threat of external communities’ security concerns. These are important cautionary notes for the SOMEC project which must ensure that the assessments of serious violent or sexual offenders crossing EU borders are robust and that cross border information exchange only occurs where it is legitimate and justified. An exacerbation of a misguided perception that non-nationals and incoming EU citizens have an inherent elevated level of risk must be avoided.    
For similar reasons, the SOMEC project deliberately avoided the adoption of the term ‘dangerousness’ to describe those for whom cross border information exchange may be appropriate. Padfield (2010) acknowledges the limitations of such a concept which is often underpinned by political drivers as much as it is criminological concerns. Such concerns change over time focussing on the uncertainties of modern societies and perceptions of the need to control ‘risks’. The application of the ‘dangerous’ label is often misaligned with specific identity characteristics, often resulting in exclusionary, discriminatory and fundamentally unhelpful responses. For example, not all sex offenders are at a high risk of committing further serious offences and flooding information exchange systems with details of lower risk individuals results in a process which is both unmanageable and meaningless. This type of approach also serves to further fuel the apprehensions of Member States where concerns to limit the power of the State and ensure the preservation of the individual rights of the citizen are more prevalent. Decisions regarding information exchange must therefore be subject to regular review, based on rigorous assessments of the harm posed, identifying the high likelihood of a reoccurrence and with evidence that mobility across the EU is highly probable (see for example Guidance and assessment templates provided in: Kemshall, Kelly, Wilkinson and Hilder, (2015).  
Conclusion
The SOMEC project identified a number of practical and ethical barriers which hindered the capacity of Member States to engage in information exchange on serious violent or sexual offenders crossing EU borders. This included a lack of awareness of the permissive EU framework and existing mechanisms of exchange which enabled such communications to occur. It also reflected the lack of infrastructure at a national level across many Member States to support such exchanges with varied processes of identification and assessment of such offenders. Such hurdles are not insurmountable if the pursuit of such exchanges is commonly identified as a worthwhile endeavour. The project data highlighted that there was indeed enthusiasm to improve practice in this area, albeit that probation personnel were generally more cautious, seeking to ensure that such exchanges were limited to the ‘critical few’ and only infringed upon the individual’s rights to privacy where there was a clear legitimate reason for doing so. Such viewpoints are steeped in the historical development of the judicial and law enforcements systems within those Members States and the varied approaches to the role and function of the probation services. However, current EU criminal justice and social policies, and recent legal initiatives have established that the commission of serious violent or sexual offences is itself an infringement of the human rights of victims. This has been particularly apparent in the combat of sexual tourism, sexual exploitation, and violence against women and girls​[17]​. This shift is likely to result in a greater focus on victim safety issues and protection within the supervision and rehabilitation of offenders, particularly serious violent or sexual offenders. Probation services are likely to find themselves required to balance the rights of offenders and victims more explicitly, and to demonstrate how they have balanced the rights of offenders to privacy and movement, with those of victims to safety.
The understandable response to such challenges can be a retreat from information exchange, even in those instances where it is justified and permitted under EU Frameworks and law.  Rather Member States should engage positively with the existing EU permissive framework to consider the benefits to victim and public safety of appropriate information exchange. Privacy and Freedom of Movement can be limited if there is clear evidence of serious harm, and such decisions are open to regular review and appropriate scrutiny.
There are 17 SOMEC project recommendations. Those included here, for the purposes of this article, might reasonably be presented as initial first steps towards improving the management of serious violent or sexual offenders who move across EU borders​[18]​:
	The adoption of an EU wide position agreeing those serious violent or sexual offenders who should be identified for monitoring and tracking across EU borders upon the completion of their sentence/sanction, including those released from custody without conditional release.  This could be based on the accepted ECRIS codes with the exclusion of unintentional killing and the potential inclusion of kidnapping.
	Increased promotion of the overarching EU legislative framework such as the Swedish Framework Decision 2006/960/JHA and the principle of availability which permits the exchange of information across EU borders on serious violent or sexual offenders for the prevention of crime. This should be supported by training for the relevant operational staff.
	Utilising current expertise across the EU to examine how a centralised coordinated response to information exchange on serious violent or sexual offenders is best achieved across the EU community. Where the destination of the offender is unknown, the potential of Section 36(b) of SIS II should be examined as part of the periodic reviews of SIS II alerts, to consider an enhancement of its applicability to serious violent or sexual offenders.
Whilst potentially challenging to achieve, these steps would represent considerable strides towards improved identification, information exchange and management of a serious group of offenders who present a genuine risk to EU citizens.
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